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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 - 9 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kail (6225901) in 
view of Nakamura et al. (6233492) (hereinafter Nakamura). 

3. As per claim 1, Kail teaches a computer implemented method for communicating 
between a computing system of a process module, and a first sensor, comprising the steps of: 

4. initializing the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 6, line 49 - col. 7, line 
20); 

5. transmitting a connect message from the first sensor to the computing system of the 
process module, (e.g. col. 6, line 49 - col. 7, line 20); 

6. transmitting a command to get reportable specification from the computing system of the 
process module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. 6, line 49 - col. 7, line 59 & col 7, line 60 - col. 8, 
line 57); and 
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7. transmitting a reportable specification message from the first sensor to the computing 
system of the process module, (e.g. col. 7, line 21 - col. 8, line 28 & col. 7, line 60 - col. 8, line 
57). Kail does not teach the process module having a process chamber, initializing the first 
sensor, which is able to measure a first parameter in the process chamber. Nakamura teaches the 
process module having a process chamber, initializing the first sensor, which is able to measure a 
first parameter in the process chamber, (e.g. col. 3, line 35 - col. 4, line 67). It would be obvious 
to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Nakamura with Kail 
because it would be more efficient for the computing system to utilize a network type connection 
so the user can operate the sensor and process chamber form different locations in a building. 

8. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kail (6225901) in 
view of Nakamura (6233492) in further view of Steen, III et al. (6510350) (hereinafter Steen) in 
further view of Kosugi et al. (6204768) (hereinafter Kosugi). 

9. As per claim 2, Kail and Nakamura do not specifically teach spawning within the 
computing system of the process module a connection monitor task; 

10. spawning from the connection monitor task within the computing system of the process 
module a first sensor messaging task; 

1 1 . transmitting an acknowledgement of the command to get reportable specification from 
the first sensor to the computing system of the process module; and 

12. transmitting an acknowledgement of the reportable specification message from the 
computing system of the process module to the first sensor. Steen teaches spawning within the 
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computing system of the process module a connection monitor task, (e.g. col. 11, line 4 - col. 12, 
line 21); 

13. spawning from the connection monitor task within the computing system of the process 
module a first sensor messaging task, (e.g. col. 11, line 60 - col. 12, line 56); 

14. transmitting an acknowledgement of the command to get reportable specification from 
the first sensor to the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 9, line 63 - col. 10, line 
29). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
Steen with the combine system of Kail and Nakamura because 

15. Steen does not specifically teach transmitting an acknowledgement of the reportable 
specification message from the computing system of the process module to the first sensor. 
Kosugi teaches transmitting an acknowledgement of the reportable specification message from 
the computing system of the process module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. 8, lines 28 - 48 & col. 
9, lines 18 - 29). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
to combine Kosugi with the combine system of Kail and Nakamura because it would be more 
efficient for a system to utilize the properties of an acknowledgement signal so in case of a bad 
transmission the sensor would know that the computing system did or did not get the signal and 
to retransmit the signal. 

16. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kail (6225901) in 
view of Nakamura (6233492) in further view of Steen (6510350) in further view of Kosugi 
(6204768) in further view of Sandelman et al. (6535123) (hereinafter Sandelman). 
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17. As per claim 3, Kail and Nadamura do not specifically teach transmitting command to get 
an alarm table command from the first sensor to the computing system of the process module; 

1 8. transmitting an acknowledgement of the command to get the alarm table from the 
computing system of the process module to the first sensor; 

19. transmitting an alarm table from the computing system of the process module to the first 
sensor; and 

20. transmitting an acknowledgement of the alarm table from the first sensor to the 
computing system of the process module. Sandelman teaches the use of routing tables and router 
that are connected to sensor and other networking devices that could be interpreted as 
transmitting command to get an alarm table command from the first sensor to the computing 
system of the process module, (e.g. col. 3, lines 20 - 65 & col. 8, line 53 - col 9, line 15); 

2 1 . transmitting an alarm table from the computing system of the process module to the first 
sensor, (e.g. col. 3, lines 20 - 65 & col 8, line 53 - col. 9, line 15). It would be obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Sandelman with the combine 
system of Kail and Nakamura because it is common knowledge that when a new router is 
installed and turned on, it requests from other networking devices a routing table so to update its 
table and route information so to act as an interface to at least one of the sensors that would be 
connected to it. 

22. Sandelman does not specifically teach transmitting an acknowledgement of the command 
to get the alarm table from the computing system of the process module to the first sensor; 

23. transmitting an acknowledgement of the alarm table from the first sensor to the 
computing system of the process module. Kosugi teaches transmitting an acknowledgement of 
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the command to get the alarm table from the computing system of the process module to the first 
sensor, (e.g. col. 8, lines 28 - 48), and Steen teaches transmitting an acknowledgement of the 
alarm table from the first sensor to the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 9, line 
63 - col. 10, line 29). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine Kosugi and Steen with the combine system of Kail, Nakamura and Sandelman 
because if the computing system and the first sensor could not acknowledge each others 
transmissions the system could accumulate transmission errors and improper updating of the 
measurements that the sensor detects. 



24. Claims 4 - 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kail 
(6225901) in view of Nakamura (6233492) in further view of Steen (6510350) in further view of 
Kosugi (6204768) in further view of Sandelman (6535123) in further view of Halpern 
(5301122). 

25. As per claim 4, Kail, Nakamura and Sandelman do not specifically teach transmitting 
command to get time and initialization data from the first sensor to the computing system of the 
process module; 

26. transmitting time and initialization data from the computing system of the process 
module to the first sensor. Halpern teaches transmitting command to get time and initialization 
data from the first sensor to the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col col. 11, lines 
13-49), 
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27. transmitting time and initialization data from the computing system of the process 
module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. col. 11, lines 13 - 49). It would be obvious to one skilled in 
the art at the time the invention was made to combine Halpern with the combine system of Kail, 
Nakamura and Sandelman because of similar reasons stated above and it would be more efficient 
in the updating process to have time and initialization data so when the computing system does 
attempt to update its information the computing system can compare the two different times and 
initialization data and to determine which ones are the latest versions of information to save. 

28. Halpern does not specifically teach transmitting an acknowledgement of the command to 
get time and initialization data from the computing system of the process module to the first 
sensor; 

29. transmitting an acknowledgement of the time and initialization data from the first sensor 
to the computing system of the process module. Kosugi teaches transmitting an 
acknowledgement of the command to get time and initialization data from the computing system 
of the process module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. 8, lines 28 - 48), and Steen teaches 
transmitting an acknowledgement of the time and initialization data from the first sensor to the 
computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 9, line 63 - col. 10, line 29). It would be 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Kosugi and Steen 
with the combine system of Kail, Nakamura, Sandelman and Halpern because of similar reasons 
as stated above. 
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30. As per claim 5, Kail, Kosugi, Sandelman and Halpern do not specifically teach 
transmitting a process related command related to the execution of an action in the process 
chamber from the computing system of the process module to the first sensor; 

31. executing the action in the process chamber, wherein said action relates to the processing 
of semiconductor related devices; and 

32. transmitting an acknowledgement of the process related command from the first sensor to 
the computing system of the process module. Nakamura teaches transmitting a process related 
command related to the execution of an action in the process chamber from the computing 
system of the process module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. 3, line 35 - col. 4, line 67); 

33. executing the action in the process chamber, wherein said action relates to the processing 
of semiconductor related devices, (e.g. col. 3, line 35 - col. 4, line 67). It would be obvious to 
one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Nakamura with the combine 
system of Kail, Kosugi, Sandelman and Halpern because it would be more efficient for a system 
to remotely have the ability to execute a process to different semiconductor related devices as 
opposed to having one computer for every one process chamber. 

34. Nakamura does not specifically teach transmitting an acknowledgement of the process 
related command from the first sensor to the computing system of the process module. Steen 
teaches transmitting an acknowledgement of the process related command from the first sensor 
to the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 9, line 63 - col. 10, line 29). It would 
be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Steen with the 
combine system of Kail, Nakamura, Kosugi, Sandelman and Halpern because of similar reasons 
as stated above. 
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35. Claims 6 - 9 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. Furthermore, in reference to 
a second and third sensor, Kosugi teaches a second and a third sensor, (e.g. col. 6, lines 3 - 33 & 
Figure 1). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Kosugi with the combine system of Kail, Nakamura, Steen, Sandelman and Halpern 
because having more then one or two sensors would make a system gather information from 
different locations at a faster pace then having one sensor having to electronically relocate to a 
different section of the system to gather information about the system, therefore making the 
system more efficient. 

Response to Arguments 

36. Applicant's arguments filed 12/15/2003 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

37. In the remarks, Applicant argues in substance that Kail does not disclose transmitting a 
command to a sensor and transmitting a reportable specification message form a sensor that is 
disclosed in claim 1. 

38. As to part 1, Examiner would like to draw the attention of the Applicant to the above 
rejection that is restated for their convenience. 
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39. When reviewing a reference the applicants should remember that not only the specific 
teachings of a reference but also reasonable inferences which the artisan would have logically 
drawn therefrom may be properly evaluated in formulating a rejection. In re Preda, 401 F. 2d 
825, 159 USPQ 342 (CCPA 1968) and In re Shepard, 319 F. 2d 194, 138 USPQ 148 (CCPA 
1963). Skill in the art is presumed. In re Sovish, 769 F. 2d 738, 226 USPQ 771 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 
Furthermore, artisans must be presumed to know something about the art apart from what the 
references disclose. In re Jacoby, 309 F. 2d 513, 135 USPQ 317 (CCPA 1962). The conclusion 
of obviousness may be made from common knowledge and common sense of a person of 
ordinary skill in the art without any specific hint or suggestion in a particular reference. In re 
Bozek, 416 F.2d 1385, 163 USPQ 545 (CCPA 1969). Every reference relies to some extent on 
knowledge of persons skilled in the art to complement that which is disclosed therein. In re 
Bode, 550 F. 2d 656, 193 USPQ 12 (CCPA 1977). 

40. Furthermore, Kail teaches transmitting a command to a sensor, (e.g. col. 7, line 60 - col. 
8, line 28), more specifically, "If the call instead requested data from one of the sensors 28, the 
microprocessor signals the sensor . Upon receipt of the requested data from the sensor, a 
formatted message containing the data is prepared and transmitted." It is very apparent that a 
request is a type of command. 

41 . The specification of the application states that a "reportable specification" is, "the type of 
data that will be provide by the first sensor", "The "Reportable Specification" message may 
provide information regarding data type, range, frequency, and distribution. .." There is no such 
statement that says what "reportable specification" specifically is, only what it " may provide ". 
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Furthermore, all data can be classified as a "type" of data, it would be obvious that the prior art 
would transmit a "type" of data. If the sensors didn't send a "type" of data the system would not 
be able to understand what is being read from the sensors. Also, Applicant stated that the 
"portable monitoring unit 12, once initialized, does not send any signals to the server. Instead, it 
simply waits for the sensors 28 to send data." Examiner would like to point out that only in the 
first and second section of claim 1 talks about initializing the connection. The other three 
sections starting with the word "transmitting", in claim 1, say nothing about it being part of the 
initializing steps or is part of an initializing routine. 

42. If applicant wishes to overcome this rejection there would have to be changes to what 
specifically is being read from the sensors in the specification and the claims and that the last 
three sections of claim 1 is part of one big initializing step. This would require further search and 
consideration. 

43. In the remarks, Applicant argues in substance that Kosugi does not teach the limitations 
of claim 2, more specifically the transmitting of an acknowledgement of a reportable 
specification message. 

44. As to part 2, Examiner would like to draw the Applicant's attention to the above 
explanation of "reportable specification". Using the same sections pointed out in the Applicant's 
specification, Kosugi teaches transmitting an acknowledgement of a reportable specification. 
Noting that the "reportable specification" is not clearly defined as to what specifically it is and/or 
it is a "type of data", Kosugi teaches transmitting of an ACK with a mode switching request. 
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This section that is restated in the rejection above, reads on the claim language as stated by the 
Applicant. 

45. If applicant wishes to overcome this rejection there would have to be changes to what 
specifically is being read from the sensors in the specification and the claims. 

46. In the remarks, Applicant argues in substance that Sandelman does not disclose 
transmitting an alarm table to a sensor and the type of Alarm Table that provides alarm 
identification numbers and a description of each alarm. 

47. As to part 3, Examiner would like to draw the Applicant's attention to the claim language 
of the Applicant's disclosed invention. There is no claim language of the above claims that states 
what is specifically in the table or what the specific function of the specific content of the table. 
Furthermore, information about the table and its sending to the interface unit directly connected 
to the sensor is found also in col. 10, lines 14-59. 

48. If applicant wishes to overcome this rejection there would have to be changes in the 
claim that specifically states the information that the table supports and the function of those 
information in the table. Doing so will overcome the reference but would require further search 
and consideration. 

49. In the remarks, Applicant argues in substance that Halpern does not disclose the 
transmitting of time and initialization data and transmitting this information to a sensor. 
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50. As to part 4, Examiner would like to draw the Applicant's attention to the areas of 
Halpern cols. 1 1 and 12 and Fig. 1 . In these areas it is interpreted that from the processors to the 
sensors is considered one device, the processor acting as a type of interface unit for the sensors, 
and the host computer is considered the second. In this interpretation, Halpern does teach the 
time and initialization data is transmitted to and from both devices as claimed. 

51 . In the remarks, Applicant argues in substance that Halpern does not disclose transmitting 
a process related command to a sensor. 

52. As to part 5, Examiner would like to draw the Applicant's attention to the discloses 
answers to the Applicants remarks above, for they all fall under part 5 of the response to the 
remarks and is therefore stated that Halpern teaches transmitting a process related command to a 
sensor. 

53. Claims 6 - 9 are still rejected for reasons stated above and therefore the rejection on 
claims 1 - 9 still stand. 

Conclusion 

54. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
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MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David E. England whose telephone number is 703-305-5333. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur, 7:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on 703-308-5221. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



David E. England 

Examiner 
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